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Commissioner for Patents 

With respect to Applicant's request 9/15/08 to consider the information disclosure statement filed 8/27/07 fails to comply with 37 
CFR 1.97(c) because it lac ks the fee set forth in 37 CFR 1.1 7(p). It has been placed in the application file, but the information 
referred to therein has not been considered. The IDS was filed after a FINAL and an Examiner considers an IDS when they comply 
having both a statement and a fee. In this application, no fee was submitted. 

In response to Applicant's request to withdraw an objection to claim 27 for being a substantial duplicate of claim 38, a further 
review of the claims has been done by the Examiner and it was determined there was a sufficient distinction that the scope was 
different and thus the objection to claim 27 has been withdrawn by the Examiner. 
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